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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1. 1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1. 17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1 . 1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 
7/29/2004 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Claims 1, 5-6, 9-10, 13-14 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b). 
Claims 2, 7, 1 1 and 15 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
Claims 3, 8, 12 and 16 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
Claim 4 remains rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a). 

3 . Applicant's arguments filed 7/29/2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Following is the examiner's response to Applicant's arguments with respect 
to claim 1: 

Applicant's argument: 

1 . Simons does not teach all of the claimed elements as arranged in the claim 
"a kernel module within said data processing system coupled for communication with 
said debug support module " (E.g. see RE page 8, 3 rd paragraph). 
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2. Simons is silent as to communications between processes on a single 
processing system. And Simons does not teach setting a debug flag for the destination 
process if the source process has a debug flag set. (E.g. see RE page 9, lines 2-4). 

Examiner's response: 

1 . The examiner interprets the control processor 1 1 as the kernel module and 
the processing subsystem 20 as a debug module. Therefore both the kernel module and 
debug module are in a single data processing system. 

2. The examiner interprets the processing subsystem 20 as a process creating 
unit which creates a debugging process (source process) to set flag in processing nodes. 
Also the processing subsystem 20 creates another process (destination process) to set the 
flag of processing nodes. Therefore these two processes (both source and destination) are 
all in a single data processing system and the messages can be transmitted and /or 
exchanged. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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4. Claims 1, 5-6, 9-10, 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Simons et al. US Patent No. 5,805,890 (hereinafter Simons). 

As Per Claim 1, Simons discloses a debugger for use in connection with a parallel 
computer including a plurality of processing nodes. The debugger enables the operator to 
establish a processing node set in response to certain criteria, such as the respective 
identifications of the processing node and their prior processing under the debugger. (See 
Abstract & FIG 1 and associated text). In that Simons discloses the system that covering 
the steps of: 

"In a data processing system having a memory (E.g. see FIG. 1, MEM 15(i)), an 
operating system executing within said data processing system comprising: a debug 
support module configured to associate a debug flag (E.g. see FIG. 2, item 22(i) and item 
23(i)) with debug commands issued within the data processing system" (E.g. see col. 
1:44-57 and FIG. 3); and 

"a kernel module within said data processing system coupled for communication 
with said debug support module, said kernel module comprising: a process creation unit 
configured to spawn special processes (E.g. see FIG. 2, processing subsystem 20 and 
associated text) with a debug flag set for said issued debug commands associated with a 
debug flag; (E g see FIG 2, control processor 1 1 and associated text) and a messaging 
transfer unit configured to transfer messages from a source process (E.g. see FIG. 2, 
processing subsystem 20 and associated text, the examiner interprets that this is a 
debugging process, created by the process creating unit (which happen to be the same 
item), which is to set flag to the processing node(s)) within said data processing system to 
a destination process (E.g. see FIG. 2, processing node bit vector 22 and associated text, 
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the examiner interprets that this is a destination process which set the flag of processing 
nodes) within said data processing system, said message transfer unit further configured 
to set a debug flag (E.g. see FIG. 2, membership flag 22(i) and membership flag 23(i)) for 
said destination process responsive to said source process includes said debug flag set.". 

As Per Claim 5, Simons discloses: 

"receiving a message for transfer from the source process to the destination 
process within said data processing system;" (E.g. see FIG. 2, control processor 1 1 and 
associated text), 

"determining if said source process within said data processing system is 
associated with a debug flag;" (E.g. see FIG. 2, membership flag 22(i) and associated 
text); 

"associating a debug flag with said destination process responsive to said source 
process is associated with a debug flag within said data processing system" (E.g. see FIG. 
2, membership flag 23(i) and associated text); and 

"communicating the message to the destination process within said data 
processing system." (E.g. see FIG. 2, control processor 11 and associated text). 

As Per Claim 6, the rejection of claim 5 is incorporated and further Simons 
teaches: 

"determining if a debug command is issued within the data processing system 
(E.g. see col. 5:31-35); spawning a new process associated with said debug command 
within said data processing system (E.g. see FIG. 4 and associated text); and associating a 
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debug flag (E.g. see FIG. 2, membership flag 22(i) and membership flag 23 (i) and 
associated text) with said new process to identify said new process as a debug process 
within said data processing system.(E.g. see FIG. 2-3, control processor 1 1 and 
associated text, i.e. col. 5:23-53). 

As Per Claim 9, is the storage device readable claim corresponding to the method 
claim 5 and is rejected under the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of 
claim 5. Further Simons discloses a computer readable medium. (E.g. see col 10:61-64). 

As Per Claim 10, the rejection of claim 9 is incorporated and is rejected under the 
same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 6. 

As Per Claim 13, is the system claim corresponding to the method claim 5 and is 
rejected under the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 5. 

As per Claim 14, the rejection of claim 13 is incorporated and is rejected under 
the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 6. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U S C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 2, 7, 1 1 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Simons in view of Valizadeh US Patent No, 5,838,994. 

As Per Claim 2, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Simons 
teaches memory (E.g. see FIG. 1, MEM 15(i)). Simons does not explicitly disclose 
memory pool. However, Valizadeh teaches a "memory management unit configured to 
allocate the memory into a main memory pool and a reserve memory pool" (E.g. see col. 
3:1-5) said memory management unit further configured to allocate memory from said 
reserve memory pool only to said special processes having said debug flag set." (E.g. see 
col. 2:64-67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to incorporate the teaching of 
Valizadeh into the teaching of Simons to have different memory pools. The modification 
would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to better utilize available memory. 

As Per Claim 7, the rejection of claim 5 is incorporated and further Simons 
teaches memory (E.g. see FIG. 1, MEM 15(1)). Simons didn't explicitly disclose memory 
pool However, Valizadeh teaches a "memory management unit configured to allocate 
the memory into a main memory pool within said data processing system and a reserve 
memory pool within said data processing system" (E.g. see col. 3:1-5). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to incorporate the teaching of Valizadeh into the teaching of 
Simons to have different memory pools within said data processing system. The 
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modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to better utilize available memory. 

As Per Claim 1 1, the rejection of claim 9 is incorporated and is rejected under the 
same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 7. 

As Per Claim 15, the rejection of claim 13 is incorporated and is rejected under 
the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 7. 

6. Claims 3, 8, 12 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Simons in view of Valizadeh further in view of Poublan et al., US Patent No. 
4,104,718 (hereinafter Poublan). 

As Per Claim 3, the rejection of claim 2 is incorporated and further Simons and 
Valizadeh teaches memory pool Simons and Valizadeh do not explicitly disclose 
allocated memory to said special processes from said reserve memory pool when said 
main memory pool is depleted. However, Poublan teaches "allocated memory to said 
special processes from said reserve memory pool responsive to said main memory pool is 
depleted and said debug flag of said special process is set." (Eg see col. 39:30-44). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to incorporate the teaching of Simons and 
Valizadeh into the teaching of Poublan. to allocated memory to said special processes 
from said reserve memory pool when said main memory pool is depleted. The 



Application/Control Number: 09/657,761 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2122 

modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to make memory usage more efficient. 

As Per Claim 8, the rejection of claim 7 is incorporated and further Simons and 
Valizadeh disclose memory pool and process with a debug flag within said data 
processing system. Simons and Valizadeh do not explicitly disclose allocated memory to 
said special processes from said reserve memory pool when said main memory pool is 
depleted. However, Poublan teaches "allocated memory to said special processes from 
said reserve memory pool when said main memory pool is depleted." (E.g. see col 
39:30-44). Therefore, it would have been obvious to incorporate the teaching of Simons 
and Valizadeh into the teaching of Poublan to allocated memory to said special processes 
from said reserve memory pool when said main memory pool is depleted. The 
modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to make memory usage more efficient. 

As Per Claim 12, the rejection of claim 1 1 is incorporated and is rejected under 
the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 8. 

As Per Claim 16, the rejection of claim 15 is incorporated and is rejected under 
the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 8. 

7. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U S C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Simons in 
view of Holland, US Patent No. 6,243,860. 
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As Per Claim 4, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Simons 
teaches process with debug flag. Simons does not explicitly disclose regular processes 
lacking a debug flag indicator. However, Holland teaches "spawn regular processes for 
commands issued which lack a debug flag, said regular processes lacking a debug flag 
indicator" (E.g. see col. 6:15-18). This is just a regular process spawned without any flag 
associated with it. Therefore, it would have been obvious to incorporate the teaching of 
Holland into the teaching of Simons to have a regular processes lacking a debug flag 
indicator. The modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to increase flexibility for the kernel to create process. 



Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kuo-Liang J Tang whose telephone number is 703-305- 
4866. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM - 5.00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Dam can be reached on 703-305-45527 The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306 

After October 25, 2004, examiner can be reached at new telephone number (571) 
272-3705, and the examinees supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (571) 272- 
3695. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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